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EVALUATION OF EVTDENCE

The Board of Appeals has considered all- of the
presented, incl-uding the testimony offered aE the
The Board has also considered all of the documentary
i-ntroduced in this case, as well as the Department of
and Emplo)rmenE DevelopmenE's documents in the appeal

evi-dence
hearings.

evidence
Economic

file.

FINDINGS OF FACT

The claimant has been employed as a crossing guard for the
City of Annapolis PoLice for over four years. Each year she
works during the period that schools are in session, and then
she is off during the summer. Although on a few rare
occasions a crossi-ng guard may be asked to work during the
summer, it is not part of their regular employment. This
cl-aimant has not worked during any of t.he summers.

Her last day of work for t.he 1989-90 school year was June a3,
l-990. The claimant was given reasonable assurance t.haL she
woul-d be returning to her job in September at the start of the
new school- year, and in fact she did so. The work t.hat the
claj-mant performs under the employ of the Cit.y of Annapolis
Police is on behalf of the City of AnnapoLis school system.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

The Board concl-udes that the claimant had reasonable assurance
of returning to her job in the fall of 1990, at the start of
the school year . Further, the Board conc1udes t.hat the
cl-aimant was performing this service for a governmental
entity, namely the City of Annapolis PoIice Department, on
behalf of an educational institutj-on, the school system of
Annapolis, within the meaning of Section a (f) ( ) of the law.

Under SecEion a G) (a) :

An individual may not be paid benefits based on covered
service performed in any capacity other than an
instructional, research, or principal administrative
capacity for a governmental entity on behalf of an
educational institution for any week of unemployment that
begins after December 3L, l-97'7, during a period between
two successive academic years or terms, if the individual
performs the service in the first year or Eerm and there
is a reasonable assurance that the individual will
perform t.he service in the second year or term.


